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Re:  ET Docket No. 93-7 B
Notice of Ex Parte Communication
Dear Mr. Caton:

On Tuesday, May 16, the undersigned representative of Echelon Corporation met with
Martin L. Stern, Deputy Chief, and Kevin M. Saltzman of the Competition Division, Office of
General Counsel , to discuss the decoder interface proposals in ET Docket No. 93-7. The
subjects discused are reflected in the attached handout provided during the meeting. Copies of
the documents previously submitted with Echelon’s ex parte notice filed April 27, 1995 were
also distributed.

Pursuant to Section 1.1206 of the Commission’s Rules, two copies this letter are enclosed
for filing. Please contact me should you have any questions in regard to this matter.

Sincerely,

Glenn B. Manishin

GBM:hs

Enclosure

cc (w/oencl.): Martin L. Stern, Esq.
Kevin M. Satlzman, Esq.
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The August 15, 1994 proposal of the EIA/NCTA Cable Consumer Equipment
Compatibility Advisory Group (C3AG) includes recommendations for a Decoder (de-
scrambling) Interface that incorporates portions of a contested interim standard
(CEBus® or ElA 1S-60) for home automation. FCC adoption of the proposal would be
unlawful, contrary to Commission procompetitive policies, and fundamentally incon-
sistent with technological innovation in the emerging home automation market by
excluding or disadvantaging competing protocols. There is no technical need to use
CEBus or any other protocol in the cable compatibility standards. “Minimal standard-
ization” should be the watchword in computers, communications, information processing
and other technologically dynamic US industries

1. Legal Sc of F tandardization Authori

. 1992 Cable Act (Section 17) limits FCC standardization authority to
adopting specifications for cable programming functions (scrambling/de-
scrambling) in order to resolve conflicts with features of televisions and
VCRs.

. Cable Act directed FCC only to eliminate three specific incompatibilities
preventing (1) watching one cable channel and recording ancther,
(2) sequentially recording two or more scrambled channels; and (3) use of
advanced TV equipment functions (picture-in-picture).

. Cable Act does not authorize FCC to adopt rules for general “interop-
erability” of AV equipment. May 4 Report & Qrder recognizes that
Commission must separate cable security/access from other functions
(menus, decompression, etc.) that should not be standardized in order to
promote competition and innovation (1] 29, 42, 143).

2. Alternative Technical Solutions

. C3AG proposal for control channel communications protocol is technically
unnecessary and overly complex approach to simple engineering issue.

. Several different descrambler/converter architectures provide efficient,
cost-effective solutions to 1992 Cable Act incompatibilities, without
standardizing home automation or other non-programming functionalities.

. Information exchange needs between TV and “set-back” descrambler are
limited to channel selection and other minimal data that can be supported
in VBI bandwidth or low-level, competitively neutral protocol such as 12C.

. Modular approach would permit incorporation of descrambling/security
functions into AV equipment, set-back boxes, or other devices in multiple
configurations for different consumer needs, and allow retrofitting of large



TV installed base. In contrast, C3AG approach is completely incompatible
with all current TVs in use, applying only to new “cable ready” televisions
sold in 1997 or later.

. FCC should propose standard that govems physical interface only (e.g.,
RCA jack, RS-232, RJ-11) with minimal or no use of command/communi-
cations protocol. This would apply highly successful CPE model (tele-
phone equipment) to video programming, using similar open architecture
and unbundling principles, without constraining service features through
protocol limitations.

. Analog compatibility solutions already exist in today’s marketplace. The
Commission can require this equipment to be made available to cable
subscribers (see Report & Order ] 47), leaving digital compatibility—where
the technical feasibility of modular security interfaces is undisputed—to the
marketplace to resolve.

Exclusionary and Anticompetitive Effects

. C3AG proposal is attempt to have government mandate inclusion of one
specific home automation technology into all “cable ready” AV equipment.

Home automation is an emerging, competitively vibrant market. Prema-
ture standardization will stifle innovation and eliminate development of so-
phisticated, technically diverse solutions. “Minimal standardization” should
be the watchword in computers, communications, information processing
and other technologically dynamic US industries.

Inclusion of a network protocol into decoder interface will either (a) create
incompatibilities with other home automation protocols, or (b) require use
of gateway protocol translators by competitors that are more costly, slow-
er, and frequently interfere with network functionalities.

Most likely approach to home automation is medium of existing electrical
wiring (powerline). Under United States approach (Part 15), spread spec-
trum protocols like CEBus may control entire powerline, excluding other
communications. CEBus technologies for powerline and RF media are
proprietary and patented.

Complex decoder interface architecture would position consumer
electronics and/or cable industries as exclusive “gateway” to the home for
communications of the future, competitively disadvantaging computer
industry. Awarding architectural control of the information superhighway
to the television set inappropriately restricts competition for the next
generation of interactive telecommunications equipment.

“Plug and play” AV interoperability will be resolved by marketplace forces,
as in PC and stereo equipment markets, without governmental fiat.
Mandatory government standards are far more exclusionary than



voluntary industry “consensus” standards, because the former would
require a single technology and architecture for all “cable ready” TVs,
VCRs and cable descramblers nationwide, freezing out future technical
developments.

FCC standardization of home automation market would be a disaster—
much as if government had standardized the personal computer industry
in 1982, before Windows or Macintosh operating systems even existed!

4, Misinformation on ipment Compatibilit

Claim: “A robust control channel is needed and appropriate for ‘future’
services in addition to the Cable Act’s specific directives.”

False. “Forward” compatibility with possible future AV services (video on
demand, VDT, etc.) is not a proper scope of FCC standardization rules.
Commission cable compatibility regulations will not prevent providers (AV,
cable, computers, or others) from marketing any equipment for new video
or information services.

Claim: “CEBus is a limited AV equipment protocol.”

False. CEBus is not a special descrambling protocol, but “a home auto-
mation standard” still under development by EIA for “a wide spectrum of
consumer products.” (EIA 8/15/94 submission at p.8.) ElA’s draft AV-Bus
specification explicitly shows connections among AV devices and “other
CEBus media” (powerline, RF), and also uses the CEBus messaging
protocol for communication among devices in the “AV suite.”

Claim: “CEBus is not in the decoder interface (1S-105), but only a small
subset of CEBus commands.”

False. The 1S-105 decoder interface messaging protocol is specifically de-
fined as CEBus and uses 1S-60’s CAL language. See C3AG 8/15/94
submission at pp. 17, 20; EIA 8/15/94 submission at pp. 4, 8, Attach. 1 at
2, 3. Decoder interface language and command set are easily extensible
into other devices and media (e.g., powerline) using spare microprocessor
capacity.

Claim: “No one is disadvantaged by the C3AG proposal or by inclusion of
1S-60.”

False. Positioning the television set as the “gateway” for all video
information coming into the home will artificially disadvantage American
computer industry in the still nascent market for information superhighway
services. Incorporation of a network protocol into the decoder interface
will exclude or seriously impede rival home automation technologies
through requirement of complex and costly protocol converters.



Claim: “CEBus is not in EIA’s new ‘descrambling only’ proposal.”

False. EIA has proposed a “descrambling only” solution, but to date has
only outlined general nature of proposal. Although it may have told the
FCC to the contrary in ex parte communications, EIA confirms that its
present plan is to include CEBus when formally submitting proposed
descrambling only architecture to FCC.

Claim: “The FCC has specifically required a control channel to be
included in the compatibility standard.”

False. The Commission merely directed that security and non-security
features of set-top boxes be separated, in order to allow all non-security
features to be provided competitively in the marketplace (Report & Order
1142). The FCC said nothing about home automation or a control channel,
let alone CEBus. Using this “unbundling” requirement as the basis for
wrapping the CEBus home automation protocol into “cable-ready” tele-
visions and VCRs stands the Commission’s procompetitive decision on its
head.



